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The State Department Way: It is a little-known fact, even within the discreet walls of the State De- 
partment, that one of its divisions, concerned with secret information, is headed by a man who only be- 
came an American citizen in the year 1940. 

The division is called the Office of Intelligence Research, and its chief is Allan Evans. His 
biography in the State Department Directory lists him as born in England and naturalized in the United 
States in 1940. Mr. Evans may well be far more loyal to the country of his adoption than many 
native-born citizens. But good “security” practice in sensitive areas of the Government is to lean over 
backward, by selecting its hierarchy only from those born in this country of native parents. 

Those who have cast a critical eye on this controversial section of the State Department are less 
concerned with Mr. Evans than they are with numerous other members of its staff. The saying goes 
about the Office of Intelligence Research, “There’s not an American accent in the whole place”, referring 
to the Eastern European origin of a number of staff members. In the State Department Directory some 
of these are listed without mention of birth places or dates of naturalization. It is believed that certain 
individuals who occupy positions of responsibility in this section not only came from Iron Curtain coun- 
tries, but still have relatives living there — a “security” hazard which has made our hush-hush services 
extremely nervous. 

In any case, it is being urged that this extraordinary division be transferred from the State Depart- 
ment to the Central Intelligence Agency which should properly clean it up or abolish it. 











Encirclement: One of the reasons why such a situation as described above continues to exist is that 
there has been no cleanout of the State Department. The cause of this failure is well recognized by old 
hands in this most bureaucratic of all the departments. With wry humor they refer to it as “the encircle- 
ment of Lourie”, meaning the new Undersecretary of State for Administration, Mr. Donald Lourie. A 
famous business executive (President of Quaker Oats Company), Mr. Lourie has had difficulties in get- 
ting under way. 

It is said that the Undersecretary - — whose intentions are the best — is aware that little progress 
has been made and is conscious that something is wrong. What is wrong is that he is “surrounded” by 
former aides of Dean Acheson. One principal assistant comes directly from the secretariat which-served 
in Acheson’s own office; another worked for Acheson’s Security chief, Carlisle Humelsine. Both are 
young men who came into the State Department after the war and never knew the State Department when 
it was run by Hull and his conservative diplomats. Gossip in the Department is to the effect that these 
men were actually — although privately — supporters of Governor Stevenson in last fall’s campaign. 
Gossip also relates that there are a number of “pipelines” between the State Department and the Demo- 
cratic National Committee Headquarters. 

[Walter Trohan in the Chicago Tribune, March 11, reports that Lourie did dodge one trap. On 
arrival at his desk, he found that he had been assigned as an office secretary, a famous stenographer, Miss 
Vernice Anderson. Miss Anderson is famous because she is the lady who hid behind a door of the hut 
on Wake Island when MacArthur and Truman held their historic meeting in 1951. Miss Anderson 
later confessed to having taken stenographic notes of what was said, “automatically”. Trohan reports: 
“Lourie refused to accept her because he felt he did not know when she might remember her automatic 
writing and where she might send her information . . .”] 
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The problem in the State Department — ‘unlike other parts of the Executive branth — is “encircle: | 
ment”, not Civil Service. _The town is buzzing over proposals to remove Civil Service protection from | 
many obvious political “holdovers” from the Democratic regime, so as to allow the various new Depart- 
ment heads to have Republican staffs. But that is not the problem in the State Department. The State 
Department has unlimited power to fire anyone, whether under Civil Service or not. This power was 
given to State (and to that department alone) by legislation passed in 1947. It has been used rarely, 
but it. is expected that such chiefs as Mr. Lourie may very soon haye to use it — and drastically. 


Alarums and Excursions: The apparently confusing policy of Malenkov — first shooting down our 
planes, then talking of peace parleys — is no mystery to Isaac Don Levine, former editor of Plain Talk 
arid specialist on Russia. He warned, on the first news of Stalin’s illness two. weeks ago, that a new 
Russian regime would seek to obtain a temporary peace settlement, under a “mask of truculence”. 


@ Pentagon sources say that the military some time ago produced a psychological warfare plan io be 
used against Soviet Russia in case Stalin died. The plan was submitted to the State Department and 
assigned to its Russian expert, “Chip” Bohlen, for study. The diplomat “sat on it” and nothing was 
done when the news of Stalin’s death appeared. Bohlen has faced some Congressional opposition to his 
confirmation as Ambassador to Russia because of his defense of the Yalta deal. 


Cold War Strategist: The appointment of Mr. C. D. Jackson, former Time and Fortune executive, as 
psychological warfare adviser in the White House has stirred no little criticism among observers in the 
Capital. The question most frequently asked in Washington during the past fortnight has been — “Why 
doesn’t the Administration exploit the world situation arising from the death of Stalin?” 


One answer is that the Voice of America, designed for such an emergency, has long been woefully 
ineffective. Senator Taft, on March 15, voiced the reaction of Congress when he called for abolition 
of the present Voice operation and creation of an entirely new propaganda organization. 


Jackson has been so recently appointed that less blame is attached to him for present inaction. How- 
ever, his record as former head of Radio Free Europe, a privately financed organization created to wage 


psychological warfare across the Iron Curtain, has raised grave doubts as to his fitness for his new job 
in: the White House. 


__ Radio Free Europe is supposed to fight Communism with propaganda. Presumably this group, 
headed by Jackson, would employ only proven anti-Communists who could speak with conviction, so 
as to affect the peoples behind the Iron Curtain. Dr. Kurt Glaser, writing in the February issue of Na- 
tional Republic; produces a disturbing picture of the Czechs and Slovaks whom Jackson hired to ‘Write, | 
edit, produce and broadcast the propaganda of Radio Free Europe. These employees, says Glaser, “are 
no more anti-Communist than Mrs. O’Leary’s cow was a giraffe: they themselves sold Czechoslovakia down 
the river to the Communists.” 


Glaser charges, with a wealth of documentation, that this Jackson group (1) is infested with Com- 
munist agents and that it betrays anti‘Communists within Czechoslovakia to the Red secret police; (2) 
that their political line promotes hatred and rivalry between European peoples, thereby assisting the 
Soviet Union; and (3) with the help of State Department friends, they have stacked immigration pro- 
cedures to help left-wingers get into the United States and to keep out real anti-Communists. 


The facts, as Glaser states them, seem incontrovertible. The conclusions drawn are: (1) that Jack- 
son was extraordinarily ignorant or careless in allowing this group to operate; and (2) his record in this 
case scarcely justifies his appointment as psychological warfare “Pooh-Bah” in the White House. 


Rabbi Silver: Republican members of Congress have taken notice, with dismay, of certain utterances - 
of Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver. This clergyman has been popularly classified as close to President Eisen- 
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hower and ‘Senator 'Taft. The utterances of Silver concern the Soviet Uaion and its developing ae -Jewish 
policy. ee | i ae 


The New Leader published an editorial (February 16) sicailing that Silver was quoted as saying 
“that he could not ‘believe’ that the Russians and Czech Communist regimes would indulge in anti-semi- 
tism, and urged that we await proof until we condemn these ‘friends’.” This statement, the New Leader 
reminds us, was given front page prominence by the Communist Daily Worker of New York. More re- 
cently, Silver returned to the subject of Soviet “anti-semitism”. He said, “It is not too late for some 
authoritative statement or act on the part of the highest Soviet leadership to clarify the situation, set the 
record straight, relieve the minds of fear and suspicion.” The New Leader — and others — find Dr. 
Silver’s reactions “peculiar”. 


Inside Britain: Whitehall Window, a newsletter published in London, on March 13 ran a story from 

which one may draw the conclusion that Messrs. Eden and Butler encountered resistance from U.S. of- 

ficials in their “raid” on Washington. ‘The British plan”, says the London publication, “was originally 
: based on the assumption that the U.S. and Canada would provide a stabilization fund, but this is now out 

| of the question, and it was temporarily decided in Washington that Britain would make greater use’ than “ 

before of the International Monetary Fund. It may mean that the Charter of the International Monetary 
| Fund may have to be revised, which could only be done with U.S. approval.” 


| The same issue also reports the interesting news that Churchill “was profoundly grieved by Stalin’s 
illness and death. It is, perhaps, not generally realized, but it is a fact that Mr. Churchill always liked 
| Stalin — in a way. The Prime Minister, incidentally, believes that we may soon witness the beginning 


) of a new Soviet diplomatic offensive designed to bring about a meeting between Mr. Churchill, President 
Eisenhower and Mr. Malenkov.” 


Education Front: A bill before the Indiana General Assembly, introduced by Representative Philip 
Johnson, reads in part as follows: “That the Congress of the United States should refrain from enacting 
| legislation which would provide a federal subsidy for general public education, therefore opening the way 


for federal control and supervision of a function that is clearly the responsibility of state and local 
government.” 


The Indiana Parent-Teacher Association (Mrs. Frederick S. Ballweg, Secretary) is urging its mem- 
bership to press for the passage of this resolution. This is quite at variance with the tendency of PTA 
groups in general to go along with the organized hierarchy of the teaching fraternity. Evidently the In- 
diana PTA is not under the domination of the’ National Education Association, which for-years has*béen- * « 
urging federalization of the public schools through subsidization. 


The letter of the Indiana PTA to its members also calls attention to a bill before the state Senate 
| which makes it a punishable misdemeanor for a principal, superintendent or other supervisor to coerce 
teachers into joining either the State Teachers Association or the National Education Association. The 
letter goes on to say that the organization has received a “tremendous response” from teachers all over 
the state, expressing their dislike of the pressure put upon them to join an organization in which they had 
no voice, and objecting to the paying of dues “to an organization which is trying to further a socialistic 
program”, 

The rest of the country would be indebted to the ladies of the Indiana PTA if they made public the 
recipes of the “states rights” and individualistic dishes on which they thrive. 


Addendum: From an editorial in The Indianapolis Star we learn that principals are informing 
teachers who do not join the Indiana State Teachers Association that they will “lose two days’ pay for the 
time schools are closed for ISTA meetings”. The threat is not an idle one; in Indiana, organization 
dues are deducted from teachers’ pay: checks... , | 





Asia Aflame:.Communism in the East, by Ebed Van der Vlugt. New York: Devin-Adair. $6.00, 
Reviewed by John Chamberlain. 


Almost from the very beginning of the Bolshevik Revolution, the Soviets have been “Asia Firsters”, 
But it has taken thirty-five years to get this through the heads of American statesmen, and even now ow! 
John Foster Dulleses seem not too certain on alternate weeks about the primacy of Asia in Bolshevik 
thinking. All the more reason, then, to welcome Ebed Van der Vlugt’s Asia Aflame: Communism in 
the East, which comes to us with a shrewd introduction by General Albert C. Wedemeyer. Dr. Van der 
Vlugt, a native of Holland, has spent a good part of his life in the Dutch East Indies, and he seems to 
know that territory as thoroughly as a Paris street apache knows the back alleys of Montmartre. 


Asia Aflame is an encyclopedic roundup of the Orient, and there are chapters in it, notably those} 
on Indo-China and Indonesia, that carry a freight of information that will come as virgin news to mos 
Americans. But the real importance of the book lies in its appreciation of the eastward orientation of} 
Soviet foreign policy under Lenin and Stalin. Karl Marx, as is well known, always thought that the 
Communistic revolution would sweep through the technologically advanced nations before striking the 
“backward” peoples of Asia and Africa. But Lenin, the schoolmasterly Bolshevik from the Volga val-) 
ley, proved to be more Asiatic than Marxian in his thinking of Russia’s place in the world. After the} 
failure of the German and Hungarian revolutions, Lenin conceived the idea of breaking the West by sub-| 
verting the East. This would rob Western Europe and America of colonial possessions and sources of : 
raw materials, and it would break into the international market economy of capitalism sufficiently to|) 
cause a permanent crisis. Trotsky, the ideologue, systematized the thinking of Lenin on Asia by formu- : 


lating “the law of uneven and combined development”. By this Trotsky meant that colonial lands could : 


combine their bourgeois-nationalist and their Communist revolutions into one quick mutation into 
Communism. 


Van der Vlugt shows how the Lenin-Trotsky formula worked out on the plane of practical Soviet 
politics. He puts great stress on the Baku Congress of Eastern Peoples, called by Lenin as far back as ’ 
the Autumn of 1920, just three months after the Bolsheviks had seized the Caucasus. Almost two thov- 
sand delegates, most of them full-fledged Communist agents, came to Baku from Turkey, Persia, Armenia, : 
the Arabian peninsula, India, China and Japan. Zinoviev set the pitch for thirty years of Bolshevik . 
thinking when he pointed out to the Baku crowds that “there are four times as many peoples living in Asia 


as live ii Europe”. And Lenin summed it up in a capsule: “The East will one day put an end to the 
West.” 


Even more than Louis Fischer’s famous The Soviets in World Affairs, Ebed Van der Vlugt’s book 
shows how the theme of the Baku conference has run through Soviet expansion history. Stalin always 
thought of eastern Europe as a glacis to protect Muscovy from invasion. But China was another matter: 


he wanted China in order to take Southeast Asia and the Indies. Van der Vlugt gives cogent histories of 
the Red attack on all the lands of Asia. His book is definitely superior reporting. 


Asia Aflame was written before the ascension of Malenkov, who knows even less about the West than 


Stalin knew. Risking a prophecy, I should say that this makes Van der Vlugt more important than ever. 





Entered as second class matter at the Post Office, Washington, D. C. Quotation up to a paragraph is permitted with credit to HUMAN 
EVENTS. For reproduction or more extensive quotation address requests to HUMAN EVENTS, 1835 K Street, N.W., Washington 6, 
D. C. Trial Subscription, three months for $3. Six months, $5.50. One year, $10. Two years, $18. First class mail, one year, $11.00; 
six months, $6.00. Domestic airmail (including APO and FPO) one year, $12.00; foreign (regular mail) one year, $11. Foreign airmail 
fates on request. Please remit in U.S.A. DOLLARS. Allow two weeks for new subscription or change of address to become effective. 





$6.00, 


‘sters”, 


Vol. X, No. 12 HUMAN EVENTS March 25, 1953 





LEFTWARD HO! 


By E. MERRILL Root 


M”” American professors in American colleges are still sane But this Right-minded 
majority is too often dexterous only in the Latin sense of “right-handed”, not in 
the English sense of ‘‘clever-handed”: it has allowed itself to be caricatured and betrayed 
by a sinister minority, militant and hypervocal. This minority is a motley group composed 
of a few very powerful Russia Firsters; a larger body of hitchhiking totalitarian “liberals” 
with a Messianic complex and vocal delirium tremens; and a still larger hodgepodge of 
fuzzy-minded and sentimental spinsters of the mind, who begin by defending a Commu- 


> ee 


nist’s “right” to his “views” and end by defending (vaguely but pxussionately) the views 
themselves. 


This unholy trinity — the many who know not what they do led by the few who 
know too well what they do — has muddied the good name of professor. We who think 
otherwise, therefore, must stop playing dummy for such blatant ventriloquism, and speak 
for ourselves — thus becoming, in English as well as in Latin, the dexterous majority. 


So let us listen to three professors who tell us, as only professors can, what goes on 


in American colleges, thus preparing ourselves better to counter the sinister minority. 


I BEGIN WITH AN OBSERVER from abroad, a witness from the firing-line of freedom. Such 
is the Ukrainian scholar, Professor Roman Smal-Stocki, who has served freedom in 
the face of a concentration camp. Having fought for freedom where the iron hoof of 
Communism tramples, he has won the right to speak. He now teaches at Marquette 
University, whence he surveys the academic scene steadily, and sees — as only a free spirit 
can — too many professors who believe that Leftward the land seems bright. 


Professor Smal-Stocki has written a scholarly book, The Nationality Problem of the 
Soviet Union and Russian Communist Imperialism (The Bruce Publishing Company, Mil- 
waukee, Wisconsin). In his brave and brilliant Introduction, Professor Smal-Stocki tells 
what he and his coexiles and fellow-fighters against slavery discover in too many Ameri- 


can colleges. It is an indictment that should rout the Gulliberals like a terrible swift 
sword. 


He writes: ‘‘In the course of the past decades we had not received, in our fight for 
academic freedom in the Soviet Union, one single spontaneous word of encouragement 
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from the American Universities; on the contrary, many books of American scholars glori- 
fied the regime which killed academic freedom, independent thought and all free intel- 
lectual creation.” 
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He continues: ‘We found here in the U.S.A. a scientific Iron Curtain, with the em- 
blem of a ‘red herring’, regarding all matters connected with the Soviet Union, and a very 
active staff of a ‘Soviet-Russian occupation zone’ in American intellectual and academic ¥) insan: 
life. These facts explain for us the kind of censorship and thought control which exists ; 
especially in the American liberal press and and converts this country into an intellectual 
colony of the Soviet- or Pan-Russian ideology. Some of the DP professors, after a couple 
of months in the U.S.A., had the feeling that they were trapped here by Stalin’s ‘Second 


Front’ against the fight for academic freedom. .. .” 
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He writes of “Soviet bandwagon intellectuals (who) by their pseudo-sophistication 


created in some classes and on campuses this moral and cultural vacuum into which the 


Russian Communist pest penetrated, infecting youth . . .; these teachers have propagandized |) lame 
on their campuses amongst successive groups of American youth a sloganized ‘leftist’ think- hows 
ing of a deadly mediocrity, with a worship of the authoritarian stars of Marx and Lenin, ; term 
and of everything ‘Soviet Russian’ as ‘social progress’; they are still creating that climate i sexe: 
of thought, that ‘Soviet Russia worship’ and ‘Russia mania’, barring all objective re- I histe 
search, and fostering the opinion among American university professors that a certain ‘fel- : socic 
low-travellerism’, of many different shades, is an absolutely necessary make-up for any ‘ ing 
scholar in the U.S.A. who wishes to be regarded as a ‘progressive’ or ‘liberal’.’’ And this : 
could not (he says) “have happened by chance”, but only as a result of careful planning || Am 
and clever infiltration by clear-minded enemies, because ‘“‘the U.S.A. constitutes for Rus- spe: 
sian Communism the chief target and last obstacle’’. 

Here are the words of a man who has himself fought the Blatant Beast hand to hand! EB 
Will professors not listen before it is too late, and break with the ‘“band-wagon intellec- 
tuals”, and cease their mad games of Russian roulette before they blow America’s brains Edi 
out? Ma 

And remember that Professor Smal-Stocki is a distinguished professor in a great anc 


American university — certainly no enemy of colleges and no traitor to professors! — who 


speaks in brave defense of academic freedom. 






ga 
I ISTEN TO A SECOND WITNESS from the ranks of the professors. Professor H. A. Hobbs ay 
of the University of Pennsylvania has recently written a cool, impartial, incisive book, ‘y 


which he quietly entitles: The Claims of Sociology: a Critique of Textbooks (Stackpole 


Company, Harrisburg, Pa.). It is a must for all who seek the truth. Examining the texts 


of sociology dominant in American schools and colleges, Professor Hobbs discovers a cur- 
ious slant and bias: a constant conformity to an orthodoxy of radicalism like a ground 
swell sending every wave in a single direction. The relation of sociology to economics is 
symptomized by the remark he quotes from a well-accepted textbook: ‘““The nearest ap- 


proach to individualism that is opposed to collectivism is found in certain types of 


| insanity.”’* 


‘These texts” (he says) ‘are definitely critical of the existing economic system. 


eee 


Most texts criticize private competitive enterprise as it functions in a capitalistic economy.” 


There are no equal criticisms of Collectivism. 

About marriage, the family, education, religion, social change and controls, Professor 
Hobbs finds bias toward the pseudo-progressive, the secular, the pragmatic; economic deter- 
minism is assumed as a paramount dynamic; emphasis on panaceas of the Left is universal. 
He says (p. 176): “The sociological point of view is ‘humanitarian’ if this term involves 
lamentation about war, economic maldistribution, and individual unhappiness. It appears, 


however, to be secular, materialistic, short-term humanitarianism. It is ‘liberal’, if this 


» term applies to doctrinaire criticisms of economic maldistribution, of inequalities between 


' sexes, and of social controls. It is not liberal, however, if this term implies a tolerant 
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historical perspective and a balanced and unbiased presentation of controversial issues in 
society.” He proves that sociological textbooks indulge in shameful and shameless plead- 
ing for the Left. 

And remember that Professor Hobbs himself is a distinguished professor in a great 
American university — certainly no enemy of colleges and no traitor to professors! — who 


speaks in behalf of objectivity and liberalism. 


FE” MY FINAL witness to the bias toward collectivism in American colleges, I go to the 

distinguished Vassar Alumnae Magazine. In the issue for February, 1950, Professor 
Edna C. Macmahon, Associate Professor of Economics, wrote an article entitled: ““Did You 
Major in Economics?” She knows, as few others can, the nature of economics at Vassar, 
and I take her word unquestioningly. 

She first praises Keynes with a lush delight (restrained by the usual Vassar abstract 
intellectualism); all the younger economists, in spite of obiter dicta criticisms of him, re- 
gard him as primary and great. Then she gets down to brass tacks. Economics today, she 
says, is grouped around a comparative study of the practices of systems. Which of these 


systems are worth study? (If you are incredulous, go read page eleven!) Students of 


* Quoted from Social Pathology, L. G. Brown, P. 76 of Hobbs. 





economics at Vassar are to study pre-war German Fascism, Russian Communism, British 
Socialism; then comes an awkward hiatus. Professor Macmahon gives a left-handed com. 
pliment to free enterprise, even while ignoring it; so much emphasis has been given to 
socialism that some have questioned whether or not “‘laissez faire is now the only Utopia 
left untried”. Yet there seems no further concession to capitalism. I vainly search for 
capitalism listed as a subject worthy of the study given so eagerly to its anti-theses. 

Vassar students, I am bewildered into believing, are isolated from the system wherein, 
willynilly, they live — except as it comes in critically through the study of various collec. 
tivist spasms. Maybe (I conclude) Vassar students will enter the world as ignorant of the | 
facts of economic life as Victorian girls were supposed to be about the facts of sex. At} 
least it seems that, by the testimony of an unimpeachable witness, in at least one American 
college the collected collectivisms are paramount. 

And remember that Professor Macmahon is herself a distinguished professor in a 
great American college — certainly no enemy of colleges and no traitor to professors! — | 


who at least wishes to speak for academic freedom. 


sil THREE WITNESSES prove, is the tendency of the sinister minority in American Edu- 

cation to dominate a majority that does not seem to be dexterous enough to cope with | 
it. And now just one more witness — this time a witness to the ruin of the undergraduate 
mind which logically follows from such perversions. : 

In the Amberst Alumni News (October, 1952), Robert McAfee Brown, a graduate of 
the class of 1943, is publicly “worried”. Why? Because the Amherst student may not 
shuffle off the coil of conservatism and transcend “the outlook and viewpoints and prej- . 
udices which he has inherited from Papa and Westchester”. If so, ‘“‘Amherst has failed”. | 
Mr. Brown insists that Junior must be taught to deny that two plus two equals four (a 
“prejudice from Papa’’), just so that he may be in dearer consonancy with Keynes. It 
worries Mr. Brown also lest the collegiate orthodoxy be fractured by heretics and free 
thinkers like William Buckley and Senator McCarthy. ‘The McCarthys and the Buckleys” 
(says orthodox Mr. Brown) “worry me very much indeed.” He even defines our day — 
the party line in academic America — as “the Era of McCarthy’. 

Rebecca West, a much wiser and more travelled mind, has named our age somewhat | 
differently. She calls it “The Age of Treason”. And in this conflict between Mr. Brown 
and Rebecca West, do we not see in symbol what is wrong with American colleges? They 
still indoctrinate and parrot the false cliché that this is “the Era of McCarthy”, too spirit- 
ually illiterate to realize that this is — the Age of Alger Hiss! 
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